Laws that regulate the financing of campaigns are one attempt to attenuate the role of money in politics in hopes that citizens" opinions will receive more equal consideration when elected officials make policy decisions. Do states with stricter campaign finance laws actually display more egalitarian patterns of representation? Using public opinion measures from the National Annenberg Election Surveys and data on state policies, I first demonstrate that state policy decisions are consistently more proximate to the opinions of citizens with higher incomes. I then evaluate the relationship between the strictness of state campaign finance laws and political equality and find evidence that states with more stringent campaign finance disclosure requirements weigh citizens" opinions more equally in the policymaking process. However, I find no statistical relationship between the strictness of contribution limits or the presence of a public financing system and the equality of political representation.
There is growing concern among scholars and the general public about unequal political influence and its consequences for economic inequality in the United States (Jacobs and Skocpol 2005; Bartels 2008; Kelly 2009; Hacker and Pierson 2010; Flavin 2012; Gilens 2012; Kelly and Witko 2012; Ellis 2013) . One frequent explanation for why citizens with low incomes exert little influence over the policy decisions made by elected officials is that this group provides relatively few contributions (both in number and amount) to political campaigns compared to more affluent citizens (Schlozman, Verba, and Brady 2012) . Laws that regulate the financing of campaigns have been enacted, in part, based on the belief that they can help to lessen the role of fundraising and contributions in political campaigns, attenuate the link between money and political influence, and ultimately level out the playing field for disadvantaged citizens.
Have campaign finance regulations actually been successful at enhancing political equality? 1 Unfortunately, this question is difficult to answer at the federal level because one uniform set of policies governs races for federal office and changes in laws that occur over time are contemporaneously correlated with many other changes in the political system. By comparison, the fifty states vary dramatically in terms of how much, or little, they regulate the financing of campaigns for state elected office (Witko 2005; Primo and Milyo 2006) . For example, some states set no limit on the amount of money an individual can contribute to a candidate while other states have instituted a public financing system that allocates money to candidates who agree to abide by strict spending limits. Taking advantage of this variation 1 As Robert Dahl (2006, ix) states, "The existence of political equality is a fundamental premise of democracy." In the context of political representation, "political equality refers to the extent to which citizens have an equal voice in governmental decisions. One of the bedrock principles in a democracy is the equal consideration of the preferences and interests of all citizens" (Verba 2003, 663) .
allows researchers to identify what effects, if any, campaign finance laws have on the public policy decisions made by elected officials.
In this paper, I use the variation across the fifty American states to evaluate the relationship between campaign finance laws and the equality of political representation. Laws that regulate the financing of campaigns are one attempt to attenuate the role of money in politics in hopes that citizens" opinions will receive more equal consideration when legislators make policy decisions (Witko 2005 ). It is surprising, then, that no study to date has evaluated whether campaign finance laws actually achieve this goal. I investigate the relationship between campaign finance laws and the equality of political representation and uncover evidence that states with more stringent disclosure requirements for campaign contributions tend to weigh citizens" opinions more equally in the policymaking process. However, I find no statistical relationship between the strictness of contribution limits or the presence of a public financing system and the equality of political representation. These findings contribute to our understanding about the effects of campaign finance regulations and ultimately underscore the important role that election laws can potentially play in promoting greater political equality in the United States.
Background
One important reason for regulating the financing of campaigns is to prevent wealthy interests from exerting undue influence over public policy decisions. 2 Toward this end, the Supreme Court has cautioned that even perceptions of unseemly influence by moneyed interests could harm the health of American democracy by decreasing citizens" trust and confidence in government and the electoral system. Although political scientists have uncovered little tangible evidence that campaign contributions can outright "buy" the roll call votes of legislators (for a review see Ansolabehere, de Figueiredo, and Snyder 2003) , there is ample evidence suggesting contributions can exert sway behind the scenes by influencing who legislators agree to meet with, what issues they focus on, and how they allocate their scarce time while in office (Langbein 1986; Hall and Wayman 1990; Schram 1995; Makinson 2003; Witko 2006; Baumgartner et al. 2009; Powell 2012) . Given widespread concerns about unequal influence in American politics, campaign finance regulations may play an important role in helping to promote greater political equality.
wholly foreign to the First Amendment." However, in Austin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce (1990) , the Court subsequently ruled that a Michigan law prohibiting corporations from using their general treasury money to make independent expenditures to support or oppose candidates in elections was constitutional, arguing that "corporate wealth can unfairly influence elections." This decision was ultimately reversed in Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission (2010) , which struck down restrictions on independent expenditures from corporations and labor unions that attempt to influence the outcome of elections. However, the dissenting opinion in that case draws attention to the implications of the ruling for political equality, writing that "a democracy cannot function effectively when its constituent members believe laws are being bought and sold." Although a detailed discussion of the legal arguments for and against campaign finance regulations on political equality grounds is outside the scope of this paper, this brief review of previous court decisions reveals that significant disagreement remains about if and how political campaigns should be regulated in an attempt to make political influence more equal.
To regulate the financing of campaigns, state governments typically use a combination of three tools: (1) requirements that campaigns disclose the identity of contributors and the amount given, (2) limits on the amount individuals and organizations can donate to a campaign, and (3) public financing for campaigns on the condition that a candidate abides by spending limits (Witko 2005) . 3 As Witko (2005, 296) explains, "While each of the three is intended to have specific effects on the behavior of various political actors, reformers believe they will work collectively to make elections and representation less subject to the manipulations of wealth, while being more competitive and democratic." Interestingly (and fortunately from a researcher"s perceptive), there is dramatic variation in the stringency of campaign finance laws across states.
Given the belief that campaign finance regulations can alter the behavior of candidates, a growing literature has utilized this variation across the states to examine their impact, if any, on political campaigns. For instance, stricter contribution limits have been shown to lead to fewer uncontested state legislative races and more competitive elections (Stratmann and AparicioCastillo 2006; Hamm and Hogan 2008; Stratmann 2010) . There is also evidence that public 3 Twenty-six states set limits on the amount candidates could spend in a campaign up until those limits were declared unconstitutional in Buckley v. Valeo (and recently upheld in Randall v. Sorrell (2006) ).
Instead, states with public financing systems now require candidates to abide by spending limits as a condition for receiving public funds. It is also important to note that the campaign finance regulations under consideration in this paper pertain only to contributions given directly to a candidate for use in his/her campaign. Individuals and organizations still have wide latitude to use their own resources to influence the outcome of elections through independent expenditures (as affirmed in the Citizens United ruling). In fact, there is evidence that interest groups and wealthy individuals tend to engage in more independent expenditures in states with stricter regulations on campaign contributions (Hogan 2005) .
financing systems with spending limits lead to the emergence of more challengers and can help to lower the total costs of campaigns (Hogan 2000; Gross and Goidel 2001; Bardwell 2003; Eom and Gross 2006) . Taking stock of this literature as a whole, there is wide ranging evidence that campaign finance laws can have important effects on the behavior of political campaigns.
Beyond these campaign-specific effects, might campaign finance laws have effects on politics more generally? A series of recent studies examine if campaign finance laws affect election outcomes, the in-office behavior of politicians, and the content of public policies. For example, Cordis and Milyo (2013) find no evidence that stricter campaign finance laws lower instances of government corruption while Werner and Coleman (2013) find null results for the effect of campaign finance laws on liberal party power and minimum wage laws in the states. To date, however, no study has assessed whether campaign finance laws might help to promote a more equal consideration of citizens" political preferences in the policymaking process. As a result, we have little knowledge about the extent to which disclosure requirements and restrictions on campaign contributions are successful in attenuating the relationship between money and political influence. This omission is surprising given that "the ability of citizens to influence public policy is the "bottom line" of democratic government" (Gilens 2005, 778) and that "democracy implies a certain degree of political equality -if not full equality of political representation among citizens, at least some limit to political inequality" (Verba and Orren 1985, 8) . To advance our understanding of one possible mechanism that may lead to greater political equality, I investigate whether states with stricter campaign finance regulations tend to weigh citizens" political opinions more equally in the policymaking process.
Evaluating the Equality of Political Representation in the States
Although political representation is central for American democracy, there is little consensus on how best to measure the concept. For years, political scientists have experimented with different ways of evaluating the link between the people and their government (Achen 1978) . One crucial distinction has been whether public opinion is compared to the behavior of individual elected officials (Miller and Stokes 1963; Achen 1978; Erikson 1978; Powell 1982; Bartels 1991; Clinton 2006) or to the content of public policies (Page and Shapiro 1983; Erikson, Wright, and McIver 1993; Erikson, Mackuen, and Stimson 2002; Wlezien 2004 ). This paper focuses on the latter, policy representation, because government policy is the final link of the chain that begins with citizens" inputs (their political opinions and behaviors) into the political system. More importantly, regardless of how a citizen"s particular state house member or senator votes on any given bill in the state legislature, citizens are ultimately affected by the decisions of the legislature as a whole and the actual policies that are implemented.
Policy representation is measured using a proximity technique that places public opinion and policy on the same linear scale and compares the distance between the two (Achen 1978) . 5 Policy representation, the focus of this paper, is not the only way in which elected officials can "represent" their constituents (Griffin and Flavin 2011) . For example, Eulau and Karps (1977) identify Using this method, as the ideological distance between a citizen"s opinion and policy grows (i.e. policy is ideologically "further" from a citizen"s preferences), that citizen is not well represented.
A similar measurement technique has been used in several recent studies to evaluate the ideological distance between citizens and Member of Congress (Griffin and Flavin 2007; Newman 2007, 2008; Ellis 2012 Ellis , 2013 6 Empirical analyses of political representation typically operate from the premise that public opinion influences government policy decisions (e.g., Erikson, Wright, and McIver 1993) . However, it is also possible that the causal arrow runs in the reverse direction whereby the issue opinions of elected officials and the policy decisions they enact influence citizens" opinions (e.g., Miller and Stokes 1963; Hill and Hurley 1999) .
To measure ideological proximity, I require two pieces of data: (1) inferences. One way to address this problem is to pool surveys over a long period of time (Erikson, Wright, and McIver 1993) . Another way is to simulate state opinion by using national polls and multi-level modeling to derive estimates for the states based on demographic characteristics (Park, Gelman, and Bafumi 2006; Lax and Phillips 2009a,b) . The major advantage of pooling these three NAES surveys is their sheer sample size which allows a large enough sample without having to aggregate across a long time period or simulate state opinion (Carsey and Harden 2010) . This large sample size is especially important because I later assess the relationship between income and ideological proximity within individual states.
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Citizens" general political ideology is measured using the following item from the NAES:
"Generally speaking, would you describe your political views as very conservative, conservative, 7 A total of 177,043 NAES respondents across the three survey waves answered the ideological selfplacement and income items. of respondents who place themselves in the "very liberal" category support that policy proposal.
These differences across ideological classifications suggest that self-reported ideology in the NAES is an accurate measure of citizens" operational policy opinions.
[ Table 1 Evaluating ideological proximity requires a method of placing citizens" opinions and state policy on a common scale for comparison (Achen 1978; Burden 2004; Blais and Bodet 2006; Gershtenson and Plane 2007; Griffin and Flavin 2007; Griffin and Newman 2008; Jessee 2009; Powell 2009; Golder and Stramski 2010; Ellis 2012 Ellis , 2013 Giger, Rosset, and Bernauer 2012) . This paper approaches the task by standardizing all citizens" ideological self-placements and the two measures of general state policy liberalism described above Sorens et al. 2008 ) to a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. After standardizing both opinion and policy, they are now on a common (standardized) metric similar to the strategy first proposed by Wright (1978) and commonly used in recent studies of political representation that compare citizens" opinions with the voting behavior of their Member of Congress (Griffin and Flavin 2007; Griffin and Newman 2008; Ellis 2012 Ellis , 2013 . Proximity is measured as the absolute value of the difference between a respondent"s ideology score and the policy liberalism score for his/her state. This technique creates two measures of ideological proximity for every respondent in the NAES sample, one using each measure of state policy liberalism. 13 To confirm that the findings in this paper are not driven by the particular technique used to measure ideological proximity, I develop two alternative measures of proximity and assess if the results are consistent across techniques. As the first alternative, the two measures of state policy are rescaled to the same scale (-2 to +2) as citizens" self-reported ideology. This technique is similar to that used in early studies of congressional representation (Miller 1964; Achen 1978) and one that has been used by scholars
One common critique of using the proximity method to evaluate political representation is that, regardless of the statistical technique used to match up the two, opinion and policy are not on the same scale. However, whatever the flaws of the technique of ideological proximity used in this paper to match up opinion and policy, it is likely equally flawed for all citizens regardless of their income. Therefore, while the measures of ideological proximity may not be accurate in measuring how well represented a citizen is in an absolute sense, the measures are appropriate for evaluating how ideologically proximate opinion and policy are for one person relative to another person (also see Griffin and Newman 2007 , Ellis 2012 , 2013 .
I then assess whether there is a systematic relationship between citizens" incomes and the ideological distance between their opinion and state policy. Because I am interested in unequal political representation within each state and state populations can vary widely in terms of their income distribution, it would be unwise to simply compare the incomes of citizens in one state to the incomes of citizens in another state. Simply put, we might expect someone making $100,000
per year living in West Virginia to exert comparatively greater political influence than someone to compare the ideological positions of citizens and politicians in more recent studies as well (Burden 2004; Griffin and Newman 2008) . Ideological proximity is then computed as the absolute value of the distance between a respondent"s ideology score and the state policy liberalism score for his/her state. As the second alternative, policy is rescaled to a tighter range (-1 to +1) than citizens" ideologies. This procedure is used because we can expect citizens" ideological opinions to have a wider range and take on more extreme values compared to actual state policy outputs. This transformation to a tighter scale is suggested and implemented by Powell (1982 Powell ( , 1989 in her studies of congressional representation.
Again, the absolute value of the distance between a respondent"s ideology score and the state policy liberalism score for his/her state is computed. When these two alternative techniques to measure ideological proximity are used, the results are substantively identical to those reported below.
making $100,000 per year living in Connecticut. To account for differences in the income distribution across states, I generate a measure of state relative income that compares a respondent"s income with the average income for a resident in his or her state. A positive score for state relative income indicates that a respondent is above the mean while a negative score indicates that a respondent is below the mean.
To evaluate the relationship between (state relative) income and ideological proximity, I
regress the measure of ideological distance on income for every respondent in the sample using the two measures of ideological proximity described above. 14 The results of these two regression estimations are reported in Table 2 and reveal evidence of unequal political representation.
Specifically, both of the coefficients for income are negative and bounded below zero which indicates that as respondents" incomes increase the distance between ideology and state policy decreases and they are better represented. Put another away, the lower a respondent"s income, the greater the distance between opinion and policy and the worse that respondent"s general political ideology is represented in the general liberalism of his or her state"s public policies.
Substantively, the larger opinion-policy distance for a respondent at the 10 th percentile for income compared to a respondent at the 90 th percentile is about the same as the difference between a respondent at the 10 th percentile for (state relative) level of education compared to the 90 th percentile (Gilens 2005) and larger than the difference between an African American respondent compared to a white respondent (Griffin and Newman 2008 comport with the small but growing set of studies (Gilens, Lax, and Phillips 2011; Rigby and Wright 2011; Flavin 2012 ) that have found that citizens with low incomes are systematically underrepresented in the policymaking process in the American states.
[ Table 2 about here]
As discussed above, the primary reason for examining unequal political representation at the state level is to understand and explain variation in political equality across the states. To assess in which states political influence is strongly tied to income compared to those states where opinions are represented more equally, I run a separate regression for each state and compare the coefficients for income. Similar to the nationwide regression reported in Table 2 , a more steeply negative slope coefficient indicates a stronger relationship between income and ideological distance and, accordingly, less political equality. To illustrate, consider the two hypothetical states presented in Figure 2 . For each state, the line represents the slope of the relationship between income and ideological distance. As the figure illustrates, the relationship between income and distance is rather weak in State C, indicating that citizens" opinions are represented roughly equally regardless of their income. In contrast, the slope of the relationship between income and ideological distance is quite steeply negative for State D, indicating that citizens with higher incomes are better represented by state policy.
[ Figure 2 about here]
A separate regression is run for every state using both of the measures of ideological proximity described above (one using each measure of state policy liberalism). 15 Because a more steeply negative slope coefficient indicates more unequal representation (i.e. a stronger relationship between income and ideological distance), a negative coefficient closer to zero indicates a more equal weighting of citizens" opinions (see Figure 2) . As a means of comparing states, Table 3 lists the states in rank order from the most politically egalitarian to the least when using the Gray et al. (2004) measure of policy liberalism. In the following section, I use this variation across the states to evaluate whether states with stricter campaign finance laws tend to display more egalitarian patterns of political representation.
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[ Table 3 about here]
correlate perfectly (i.e. as income increases, so does ideological conservatism). If the state"s policy position is more conservative than all citizens" ideology positions, the regression coefficient for income would be negative (indicating that as income increases, ideological distance between opinion and policy decreases). But, if the state"s policy position is more liberal than all citizens" ideology positions, the coefficient for income would be positive (indicating that as income increases, ideological distance between opinion and policy also increases). Even though the distribution of citizens" opinions is identical under both scenarios, the regression coefficients are very different depending on where state policy is located in the ideological space (relative to citizens" opinions). Therefore, the coefficient for respondents" income for single state regressions does not simply indicate the relationship between income and ideology within a state but instead indicates (as intended) the sign and strength of the relationship between income and opinion-policy distance. 16 It is important to note that the measure of the equality of political representation for each state is not simply an alternative to a state"s policy liberalism (with the expectation that lower income citizens support more liberal policies). For example, the state rankings reported in Table 3 
State Campaign Finance Laws and the Equality of Political Representation
Political scientists and concerned citizens alike have long been interested in the role that money plays in politics (for a review see Ansolabehere, de Figueiredo, and Snyder 2003) . Much of this attention is driven by the normative concern that monetary contributions to candidates" campaigns allow certain groups unequal sway over lawmakers" policy decisions (Lessig 2011) as well as empirical evidence that indicates contributions can influence who legislators agree to meet with, what issues they focus on, and how they allocate their scarce time while in office (Langbein 1986; Hall and Wayman 1990; Schram 1995; Makinson 2003; Witko 2006; Baumgartner et al. 2009; Powell 2012 ). Since it is widely documented that more affluent citizens contribute to campaigns at exponentially higher rates than the poor (Schlozman, Verba, and Brady 2012), campaign contributions are often assumed to be a prominent cause of unequal political representation in the United States.
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In an attempt to attenuate the influence of money in politics, states have instituted a variety of campaign finance regulations. As discussed above, to regulate the financing of campaigns, state governments typically use a combination of three tools: (1) requirements that campaigns disclose the identity of contributors and the amount given, (2) limits on the amount individuals and organizations can donate to a campaign, and (3) public financing for campaigns 17 For example, Verba, Schlozman, and Brady (1995) report that roughly 75% of the total campaign contributions reported by respondents in their 1990 Citizen Participation Survey came from the top quartile of income earners (those with annual family incomes greater than $50,000 in 1989), while only 2% of total contributions came from the bottom quartile of earners (with incomes less than $15,000). In addition, Bonica, McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal (2013) These three indicators are used as independent variables to evaluate the relationship between the strictness of campaign finance regulations and the equality of political representation across the states. Specifically, I regress (separately) the two series of statespecific regression coefficients that measure the equality of political representation on these three 18 The eight items used in the disclosure requirements index are: (1 Limits on labor union contributions (direct or PACs); (6) Limits on candidate self-financing; and (7) Limits on candidate family contributions. The seven items used in the public financing index are: (1) Total expenditure limit; (2) Check-off on tax return form for contribution to public funding; (3) Independent revenue source for public financing; (4) Public financing of statewide campaigns; (5) Public financing of state legislative campaigns; (6) Public financing of political parties; and (7) Equal distribution of public funds between candidates and/or parties.
additive indicators of campaign finance regulations 19 and a set of control variables including a state"s median income, a state"s level of income inequality, and the racial composition of a state"s population. A state"s median income is measured using U.S. Census Bureau data for 1999 and is included because richer and poorer states may differ in the way economic inequality is reproduced in politics and in terms of the issue cleavages that define political conflict for both voters and elites (Gelman, Park, Shor, Bafumi, and Cortina 2008) . A state"s level of income inequality is measured using the Gini coefficient for 1999 (data from the U.S. Census Bureau 20 ) and is included because previous research on unequal political influence at the state level suggests that political representation is the most unequal in states with higher levels of income inequality (Rigby and Wright 2013) . 21 Finally, a state"s racial composition is measured as the percent of a state"s population that is "non-white" using U.S. Census Bureau data for 1999 and is included to account for the possibility that states with the highest levels of political inequality also tend to be the states with the largest racial minority populations (Hero 1998 ).
[ Table 4 about here] 19 The three additive indicators are included in a single regression model because multicollinearity is not a major concern. Across the states, the disclosure index correlates with the contribution limits index at .22
and with the public financing index at .12, and the contribution limits and public financing indices correlate at .19 (Witko 2005) .
20 Table S4 . Gini Ratios by State: 1969 State: , 1979 State: , 1989 State: , 1999 http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/income/ data/historical/state/state4.html. 21 Similarly, in a cross-national analysis, Giger, Rosset, and Bernauer (2012) find that political parties are especially unresponsive to the opinions of poor citizens in countries with higher levels of economic inequality.
The results of these two ordinary least squares regression estimations are reported in Table 4 and reveal that only one measure of campaign finance regulations is statistically related to the equality of political representation at conventional levels of statistical significance.
Specifically, states with more stringent disclosure requirements for campaign financing tend to have higher levels of representational equality. In contrast, there is no statistical relationship between the contribution limits or public financing additive indicators and the equality of political representation in the states. Looking to the other coefficients, there is also evidence (in one of the two models) that states with higher median incomes tend to weigh citizens" opinions more equally.
From a substantive standpoint, the magnitude of the statistical relationship between disclosure laws and representational equality is quite large. For example, moving from one standard deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above the mean for the disclosure requirements additive index predicts an increase of .67 of a standard deviation in representational equality using the Gray et al. (2004) policy liberalism measure (Column 1) and an increase of .70 of a standard deviation in representational equality using the Sorens et al. (2008) policy liberalism measure (Column 2). Simply stated, the data indicate that states with stricter disclosure requirements for campaign financing tend to display more egalitarian patterns of political representation.
Finally, it is important to note that how much or little a state government decides to regulate the role of money in political campaigns is a policy decision in itself that citizens may have differing opinions on. We might expect, for example, that affluent citizens would be less supportive of legal limits on campaign contributions compared to poorer citizens because these limits would directly restrict their potential political influence. If there are indeed differences in opinion on campaign finance regulation, then there would be methodological concerns about the direction of the causal arrow in the models presented in Table 4 . Specifically, it could be that instead of stricter campaign finance laws leading to a more equal weighting of political preferences, a more equal weighting of political preferences is leading to stricter campaign finance laws. Put differently, it may be that in states where the opinions of affluent citizens are overrepresented, one example of this unequal representation is fewer campaign contribution restrictions which is in accord with that group"s preferences.
To further investigate this concern, I use data from the 2000 NAES where respondents
were asked: "Limit the amount of money that can be given to political parties -should the federal government do this or not?" Comparing respondents above the mean income level in their state to those below the mean, I find remarkable agreement for opinions on campaign finance regulation. 80.7% of respondents in the high income group preferred contribution limits compared to 79.8% of respondents in the low income group. From these data it appears that campaign finance regulations are affecting political equality and not the other way around because citizens, regardless of their income level, tend to hold very similar preferences on the issue.
22 22 Another possible concern about the findings reported in Table 4 is that states with the least amount of ideological disagreement based on income level (and, accordingly, greater representational equality) are the same states that enact more stringent campaign finance regulations. To investigate this concern, I computed a value for each state that measures the absolute difference in average ideological selfplacement for respondents above vs. below that state"s mean income level. I then correlated this value of ideological disagreement with the three measures of campaign finance regulations and none of the correlation coefficients are stronger than -.30. These results suggest states with less ideological
Conclusion
The correspondence between citizens" opinions and public policy is the "bottom line" for American democracy. A large political science literature demonstrates that citizens" aggregated opinions generally predict the tone of public policy in both state (e.g., Erikson, Wright, and McIver 1993) and national politics (e.g., Erikson, MacKuen, and Stimson 2002) , but far less attention has been paid to the question: Are citizens" opinions represented equally? Recent studies at the national level (Bartels 2008; Gilens 2012) report that the opinions of the disadvantaged are especially underrepresented in the policymaking process compared to the affluent across a wide array of policy domains. This paper extends this new line of inquiry to the American states and uncovers similar findings (also see Gilens, Lax, and Phillips 2011; Rigby and Wright 2011; Flavin 2012) . Assessing the relationship between citizens" general political ideology and state policy liberalism, citizens with higher incomes are better represented compared to citizens with lower incomes (see Table 2 ). If "a key characteristic of a democracy is the continued responsiveness of the government to the preferences of its citizens, considered as political equals" (Dahl 1971, 1) , the democratic process in the American states appears to fall short of this standard.
The analysis also reveals that there is significant variation in the equality of political representation across the states. Taking advantage of this variation, I evaluate the relationship between three different measures of state campaign finance law stringency and representational equality and find that states with stricter disclosure requirements display more egalitarian patterns of political representation (see Table 4 ). However, I find no statistical relationship disagreement based on income are more likely to enact stricter campaign finance regulations, but that the relationship is statistically modest.
between the strictness of contribution limits or the presence of a public financing system and the equality of political representation. 
